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DETAILED ACTION 

Prosecution History Summary 

This final office action is in response to Applicant's submission filed on 
04/1 4/201 0. Currently, claims 1-3,6-9,11-12, and 26-29. Claims 1 , 3, 6-9, 1 1 and 1 2 
have been amended. Claims 4-5, 10 and 13-25 have been canceled. Claims 26-29 are 
newly added. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner and process of 
making and using it, in such full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any person skilled in the 
art to which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and use the same and shall 
set forth the best mode contemplated by the inventor of carrying out his invention. 

Claims 1, 26, 28 and 29 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, as 
failing to comply with the written description requirement. The claim(s) contains subject 
matter which was not described in the specification in such a way as to reasonably 
convey to one skilled in the relevant art that the inventor(s), at the time the application 
was filed, had possession of the claimed invention. 

Claim 1 recites the limitations: "analyzing, by the computer based system, the un- 
reconciled amount", "determining, by the computer based system, a classification of the 
un-reconciled amount", "transmitting, by the computer based system, a notification in 
response to the classification of the un-reconciled amount" and "processing the un- 
reconciled amount based on the classification". 
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In addition, claim 26 recites the limitation: "...wherein the classification is at least 
one of write-off, further review required and reconciled." 

Upon closer review of Applicants' disclosure, there is no support in the 
specification describing a classification determination process. The specification 
discloses that the global reconciliation tool help ensure financial control in business 
areas by capturing the financial transactions at a common place, and reconciling and 
scrutinizing the transactions being captured. It enables rapid identification and reporting 
of any imbalance (or un-reconciled data) that may expose the business to undue 
financial losses. It also enables stronger balance sheet updating and reporting 
(paragraph 0018). 

Applicant's disclosure teaches that the financial data received (either on a 
scheduled basis, or upon each transaction, or by manual implementation) from the 
remote terminals 1 10 is reconciled with stored master financial data (step 306). Any un- 
reconciled amounts are identified (step 308) and are reported in a desired output format 
(step 310). Un-reconciled transactions may then be researched and/or written off and 
corporate balance sheets and other accounting reports may be automatically updated 
(step 312). The process 300 may be repeated in various sessions on a recurring basis 
with a variety of remote terminals 100 during the continuing operation of a business 
entity (paragraph 0044). 

From the above paragraphs, there are no support(s) for the newly added 
limitations, described above, for claims 1 and 26. Further, claims 28 and 29 recites 
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similar limitations. Applicant is recommended to particularly point out the portion(s) of 
the disclosure that shows support for the newly added limitations. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as 
set forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be 
patented and the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious 
at the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said 
subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention 
was made. 



The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1 , 148 
USPQ 459 (1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining 
obviousness under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating obviousness or 
nonobviousness. 



Claims 1, 7 and 12 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over US 200501 14239 (Fiascone et al. - hereinafter referred to as Fiascone) in view of 
US 20040059597 (Tkayczyk et al. - hereinafter referred to as Tkayczyk), US 5189608 
(Lyons et al. - hereinafter referred to as Lyons), "Admitted Prior Art" (APA - Applicant's 
specification) and US 20010051917 (Bissonett et al. - hereinafter referred to as 
Bissonette). 
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Referring to claim 1, Fiascone discloses a method and system comprising: 
matching, by the compute based system, the remote financial data to 
master financial data based on a set of predetermined rules; [see, 
paragraph 0023 (lines 9-11)] 

wherein the master financial data is stored in a first format and at least 
one of the remote terminals stores remote financial data in a second 
format; (see, paragraph 0020, 0021 and 0023) 

identifying, by the computer based system, an un-reconciled amount 
based on the matching; (see, paragraph 0024) 

analyzing, by the computer based system, the un-reconciled amount; [see 
paragraph 0025, 0026 (lines 1-8)] 

transmitting, by the computer based system, a notification in response to 
the classification of the un-reconciled amount; [see paragraph 0025 - The 
unmatched/un-reconciled amounts are identified and presented to a user.] 

processing, by the computer based system, the un-reconciled amount 
based on the classification; [see paragraph 0025, 0026 - The user is able 
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to trace the details of the un-matched transaction and make necessary 
adjustments to clear the discrepancies.] 
But Fiascone does not explicitly disclose a system for reconciling financial 
transaction comprising: 

transmitting, by a computer based system for managing financial data, a 
standardized template for capturing remote financial data to a plurality of 
remote terminals, the standardized template operable on a plurality of 
operating systems; 

receiving, by the computer based system, the remote financial data from 
the plurality of remote terminals via the standardized template; 

wherein the standardized template is configured to convert the remote 
financial data from the second format to the first format. 

determining, by the computer based system, a classification of the un- 
reconciled amount; and 



updating, by the computer based system, the master financial data based 
on the remote financial data. 
However, Tkayczyk teaches a similar system with the limitations: 
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transmitting, by a computer based system for managing financial data, a 
standardized template for capturing remote financial data to a plurality of 
remote terminals, the standardized template operable on a plurality of 
operating systems; (see paragraph 0015 (lines 17-18), 0018 (lines 10-15), 
0035, 0037] 

receiving, by the computer based system, the remote financial data from 
the plurality of remote terminals via the standardized template; [see 
paragraph 0020, 0022, 0035, 0036] 

In addition, Lyons teaches a system with the limitation: wherein the standardized 
template is configured to convert the remote financial data from the second format to 
the first format, [see col. 37, lines 35-38; col. 38, lines 33-37] 

Further, APA teaches the limitation: determining, by the computer based system, 
a classification of the un-reconciled amount; [see Applicant's specification, paragraph 
0002 - It is well known in the art that unmatched/un-reconciled transaction are marked 
as either write-off or the like in the reconciliation processes.] 

Also, Bissonette teaches a system with the limitation: updating, by the computer 
based system, the master financial data based on the remote financial data, [see 
paragraph 0013, 0021, 0027] 
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Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of the invention to have modified the method and system according to Fiascone to 
have incorporated the limitations: transmitting, by a computer based system for 
managing financial data, a standardized template for capturing remote financial data to 
a plurality of remote terminals, the standardized template operable on a plurality of 
operating systems; receiving, by the computer based system, the remote financial data 
from the plurality of remote terminals via the standardized template; wherein the 
standardized template is configured to convert the remote financial data from the 
second format to the first format; determining, by the computer based system, a 
classification of the un-reconciled amount; and updating, by the computer based 
system, the master financial data based on the remote financial data, in accordance 
with the teachings of Tkaczyk, Lyons, APA and Bissonette, in order to capture and 
reconcile financial data as well as update balance sheets and the like based on the 
reconciliation process, since so doing could be performed readily and easily by any 
person of ordinary skill in the art, with neither undue experimentation, nor risks of 
unexpected results. 

Referring to claim 7, Fiascone discloses the system as applied in the rejection of 
claim 1 above. But Fiascone does not explicitly disclose the limitation: wherein the 
remote financial data includes a transaction involving an account, and wherein the 
master financial data includes a balance due for the account. 
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However, the system according to Fiascone teaches that exchange account data 
(from various brokerage and exchanges) are reconciled against a firm's account data. It 
would be obvious to one skilled in the art that the exchange account data and firm 
account data is analogous to remote financial data and master financial data 
respectively. In addition, the functions and capabilities of the system are applicable in 
various financial establishments, [see paragraph 0009 (lines 4-8)]. 

Referring to claim 12, Fiascone discloses the system as applied in the rejection of 
claim 1 above, further comprising: maintaining, by the computer based system, 
identification data of users authorized to enter the remote financial data, [see paragraph 
0026 (lines 5-13)] 

Claims 2, 3, 6, 8, 11, 26 and 27 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Fiascone, in view of Tkayczyk, Lyons, APA, Bissonett, and further in 
view of US 5392390 (Crazier). 

Referring to claim 2, the combination of Fiascone, Tkayczyk, Lyons, APA and 
Bissonette discloses the method and system as applied in the rejection of claim 1 
above. But the combination does not explicitly disclose the limitation: wherein at least 
two of the remote terminals use different operating systems. 

However, Crazier teaches a system with the limitation: wherein at least two of the 
remote terminals use different operating systems, (see, col. 3, lines 27-30) 
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Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of the invention, to have modified the method and system according to the 
combination of Fiascone, Tkayczyk, Lyons, APA and Bissonette so as to have included 
the limitation: wherein at least two of the remote terminals use different operating 
systems, in accordance with the teaching of Crazier, in order to provide an application 
and operating independent system for reconciling financial data, since so doing could 
be performed readily and easily by any person of ordinary skill in the art, with neither 
undue experimentation, nor risk of unexpected results. 

Referring to claim 3, the combination of Fiascone, Tkayczyk, Lyons, APA and 
Bissonette discloses the method and system as applied in the rejection of claim 2 
above. But the combination does not explicitly disclose the limitation: wherein at least 
two of the remote terminals use different accounting software applications. 

However, Crazier teaches a system with the limitation: wherein at least two of the 
remote terminals use different accounting software applications, (see, col. 3, lines 27- 
30) 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of the invention, to have modified the method and system according to the 
combination of Fiascone, Tkayczyk, Lyons, APA and Bissonette so as to have included 
the limitation: wherein at least two of the remote terminals use different accounting 
software applications, in accordance with the teaching of Crazier, in order to provide an 
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application and operating independent system for reconciling financial data, since so 
doing could be performed readily and easily by any person of ordinary skill in the art, 
with neither undue experimentation, nor risk of unexpected results. 

Referring to claim 6, Fiascone discloses the system as applied in the rejection of 
claim 3 above, comprising: updating a balance sheet based on the un-reconciled 
amount, (see paragraph 0029) 

Referring to claim 8, Fiascone discloses the system as applied in the rejection of 
claim 6 above. But Fiascone does not explicitly disclose the limitation: wherein the 
standardized template comprises: a format that is independent of an operating system 
and an application. 

However, Tkaczyk teaches a system with the limitation: an said standardized 
template comprising: an operating system and application independent format, [see 
paragraph 0018, 0025 (lines 17-19), 0035, 0037]. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of the invention, to have modified the system of Fiascone so as to have included 
the limitation: an operating system and application independent format, in accordance 
with the teaching of Tkaczyk, in order to have extended the system's compatibility with 
various operating platforms, since so doing could be performed readily and easily by 



Application: 10/736,181 
Art Unit: 3687 



Paper No. 20100510 
Page 12 



any person of ordinary skill in the art, with neither undue experimentation, nor risk of 
unexpected results. 

Referring to claim 11, Fiascone discloses the system as applied in the rejection 
of claim 8 above. But Fiascone does not explicitly disclose the limitation: further 
comprising: transmitting, by the computer based system, to the remote terminals, a 
plurality of functions for generating customized templates for capturing the remote 
financial data. 

However, Tkaczyk teaches a system with the limitation: further comprising: 
transmitting, by the computer based system, to the remote terminals, a plurality of 
functions for generating customized templates for capturing the remote financial data, 
[see paragraph 0020 (lines 15-22), 0024 (lines 1-7) and 0026 - The supervisor 
workstation can be used for the creation of standardized templates. In addition, the 
workstation allows the supervisor to reconfigure the standardized template.] 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
of the invention, to have modified the system of Fiascone so as to have included the 
limitation: further comprising: transmitting, by the computer based system, to the remote 
terminals, a plurality of functions for generating customized templates for capturing the 
remote financial data, in accordance with the teaching of Tkaczyk, in order to provide 
system flexibility to create customized templates for entering data, since so doing could 
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be performed readily and easily by any person of ordinary skill in the art, with neither 
undue experimentation, nor risk of unexpected results. 

Referring to claim 26, the combination of Fiascone and Tkayczyk discloses the 
method and system as applied in the rejection of claim 8 above. But the combination 
does not explicitly disclose the limitation: wherein the classification is at least one of 
write-off, further review required and reconciled. 

However, APA teaches the limitation: wherein the classification is at least one of 
write-off, further review required and reconciled, [see Applicant's specification, 
paragraph 0002 - It is well known in the art that unmatched/un-reconciled transaction 
are marked as either write-off or the like in the reconciliation processes.] 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of the invention, to have modified the method and system according to the 
combination of Fiascone and Tkayczyk so as to have included the limitation: wherein 
the classification is at least one of write-off, further review required and reconciled, in 
accordance with the teaching of APA, in order to classify the results of the reconciliation 
process, since so doing could be performed readily and easily by any person of ordinary 
skill in the art, with neither undue experimentation, nor risk of unexpected results. 
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Referring to claim 27, Fiascone discloses the system as applied in the rejection of 
claim 26 above. But Fiascone does not explicitly disclose the limitation: wherein the 
format of the standardized template is provided in JAVA format. 

However, Tkaczyk teaches a system with the limitation: wherein the format of the 
standardized template is provided in JAVA format, [see paragraph 0035, 0037]. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
of the invention, to have modified the system of Fiascone so as to have included the 
limitation: wherein the format of the standardized template is provided in JAVA format, 
in accordance with the teaching of Tkaczyk, in order to provide the standardized 
templates in JAVA format, since so doing could be performed readily and easily by any 
person of ordinary skill in the art, with neither undue experimentation, nor risk of 
unexpected results. 

Claim 9 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Fiascone, 
in view of Tkayczyk, Lyons, APA, Bissonett, and further in view of US 7130822 (Their et 
al. - hereinafter referred to as Their). 

Referring to claim 9, the combination of Fiascone, Tkayczyk, Lyons, APA and 
Bissonette discloses the method and system as applied in the rejection of claim 1 
above. But the combination does not explicitly disclose the limitation: the receiving 
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further comprising: scheduling, by the computer based system, a time for the receiving 
with the remote terminals. 

However, Their teaches a similar system with the limitation: scheduling, by the 
computer based system, a time for the receiving with the remote terminals, (see col. 4, 
lines 6-14). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
of the invention, to have modified the method and system according to the combination 
of Fiascone, Tkayczk, Lyons, APA and Bissonette, so as to have included the limitation: 
scheduling, by the computer based system, a time for the receiving with the remote 
terminals, in accordance with the teaching of Their, in order to receiving financial data 
through a standardized template at a scheduled time, since so doing could be 
performed readily and easily by any person of ordinary skill in the art, with neither undue 
experimentation, nor risk of unexpected results. 

Referring to claims 28 and 29, they contain similar limitations as set forth in 
claim 1 and therefore are rejected based on the same rationale. Claims 28 and 29 
discloses a system and a tangible non-transitory computer-readable storage medium 
with instruction stored thereon to perform the method described in claim 1 . 

Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments in regards to the rejection of claims 1 , 6-8, 11-13, 1 6-1 7. 
20-21 and 23-25 under 35 U.S.C 103(a) based on US 200501 14239 (Fiascone) in view 
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of US 20040559597(Tkaczyk) and US 5189608 (Lyons), claims 2-3 under 35 U.S.C 
103(a) based on Fiascone, Tkaczyk, Lyons and US 5392390 (Crozier) and claims 9, 14, 
15, 18 and 22 under 35 U.S.C 103(a) based on Fiascone, Tkayczyk, Lyons and Their 
have been fully considered but they are not persuasive. 

Applicants submits that they do not concede that Fiascone is indeed prior art with 
respect to this application, and Applicants reserve the option to antedate Fiascone. 
Nonetheless, Applicants assert that Fiascone is limited to a system which collects data 
from various sources, and then compiles the data together at the central collection point 
in a common data format. Once the data is in a common format, the data can be 
compared based on a user selected parameter. However, Fiascone does not provide 
remote data sources with an operating system and/or application independent data 
template. Moreover, the system of Fiascone does not analyze, or classify un-reconciled 
data. 

In addition, Applicants submit that Tkaczyk disclose a system to create a plurality 
of standardized templates for inputting CS (clinical study) data, but not for converting or 
transforming the data from one format to another. Tkczyk requires that the data be 
initially inputted in a format that is consistent with a master data format, so that when 
records are compiled with the master data, the data is able to be integrated into the 
master data without conversion or processing. 

Further, Applicants submit that Lyons discloses a system for standardizing the 
financial information accounting systems of an organization. However, the system does 
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not provide for capturing data at a remote terminal or for identifying and analyzing un- 
reconciled data. 

Applicants assert that the cited references alone or in combination do not 
disclose or contemplate at least, "analyzing, by the computer based system, the un- 
reconciled amount", determining, by the computer based system, a classification of the 
un-reconciled amount", or "transmitting, by the computer based system, a notification in 
response to the classification of the un-reconciled amount" (emphasis added) as 
similarly recited in independent claims 1, 28, and 29. Furthermore, claims 2-3, 6-9, 11- 
12 and 26-27 variously depend from independent claim 1 . 

When a phrase similar to "at least one of A, B, or C" or "at least one of A, B, and 
C" is used in the claims, Applicants intend the phrase to mean any of the following: (1) 
at least one of A; (2) at least one of B; (3) at least one of C; (4) at least one of A and at 
least one of B; (5) at least one of B and at least one of C; (6) at least one of A and at 
least one of C; or (7) at least one of A, at least one of B, and at least one of C. 

In response to Applicants' arguments, Examiner respectfully disagrees. 

As an initial matter, the present application was filed 12/16/2003 with an effective 
date of 12/15/2003. US Application 10/707,155 (Fiascone et al.) was filed November 24, 
2003. Thus, Fiascone et al. qualifies as prior art under 35 U.S.C 1 02(a)/1 03(a). 

Applicants argue that neither of the references taken alone or in combination do 
not disclose or contemplate at least, "analyzing, by the computer based system, the un- 
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reconciled amount", "determining, by the computer based system, a classification of the 
un-reconciled amount", or "transmitting, by the computer based system, a notification in 
response to the classification of the un-reconciled amount" as similarly recited in 
independent claims 1 , 28, and 29. 

Examiner notes that these argument is directed towards newly added 
amendments and have been addressed in the updated rejection. 

The system according to Fiascone teaches that exchanges and brokerage 
houses can be connected to format module and/or may transmit data directly to 
matching module when the data is known to be in a proper format, (paragraph 0019 and 
0020; figure 1) 

In addition, the system according to Tkaczyk teaches the collection of data via 
standardized template from remote location (user computer) and storage into a 
centralized database. 

The system according to Lyons teaches using a template to convert data values 
received in a second format into a first format, [see col. 37, lines 35-38; col. 38, lines 33- 
37] 

Thus, the combination of Fiascone, Tkaczyk, Lyons and the other cited 
references at least suggests the limitations of Applicant's invention. 

Further, "The test for obviousness is not whether the features of a secondary 
reference may be bodily incorporated into the structure of the primary 
reference.... Rather, the test is what the combined teachings of those references would 
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have suggested to those of ordinary skill in the art." In re Keller, 642 F.2d 413, 425, 208 
USPQ 871, 881 (CCPA 1981). See also In re Sneed, 710 F.2d 1544, 1550, 218 USPQ 
385, 389 (Fed. Cir. 1983) [MPEP 2145(111)] 

Conclusion 

THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to OLUSEGUN GOYEA whose telephone number is 
(571)270-5402. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday through Thursday, 
8:00am to 5:00pm (ET). 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Matthew Gart can be reached on (571)272-3955. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

/O. G.I 

Examiner, Art Unit 3687 
05/10/2010 

/Matthew S Gart/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 3687 



